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The author critically reviews recent suggestions from Buchmann, ¢

i

» : ' ll‘ ‘:.
aw their ‘own conclusions from A

*

research findingd, rather than accepting the conclugioua'researchers draw. ' B

Fenstermaclier, and Zumwalt that teachers dr

Drawing on Gusfield's an@lysis of'éhe language of social scienoé,‘the author

L2

considets the suggestions as proposals for the rhetoric thaﬁ‘should be used in

research reporting. It is argued that acknowledging the importance of y
. . . hd R ’

teachers' rationality does not require researchers to abandon drawing -
i' S - S : o
| implications and attempting to persuade~teachers‘50 accept those implicationg.
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THE ROLE OF RHETORIC IN CHANGING TEACHERS', BELIEFSL.

N . 3 * e

Robert E. Floden? .

/ . CoL , S
‘William Jamea\(1899/1958), talklng tq teachers about psychology, '
confessed that
e ! . . . ) . . - -

. acquainted as' I am with the, he1ght of some of your N
' expectations; I feel a 11tt1e anxious lest, at the end of these
- simple talks of mine, not a few of ycu may experience gome ¢
. disappointment at the net results. (p, 22) : '

-
’

Whatever those teachers felt after listening to James, other practitioners. .

have certainly been disappointed\by Fhe results of research on teaching in the

ensuing decades.\>For feachers,\&h; outcome of looking at research on teaching
. ' _ NN ' ' . . l
has often been-like that of drinking coffee and eating donuts: aiouphoric

- Voo A . . -

+ rush of excitement fqllowed by sudden depression. The current{scarcity,of

" support for research on teaching (and educational research in general) may be ,

pa%ﬁlj’attributable to the apparently minor impact of such efforts in the

-

_— post-Sputnik era (Clifford, 1973). The research community has responded by.
suggesting altetnative research models and methods (e.g., information-

processing models of teacher cognition, ethnographic studies of classroom ' "/
instruction) and by claiminé that imoact§isjimminent (e.g., Koehler, 1983).
. . ' »
13 . . ’
» The criticism goes beyond educational research to encoémpass most of
S s * » “

\ .
¥ docial science, Problems of crime, poverty, and alienation seem untouched by

\ . . : ' :
‘ l Tthis paper has been accepted for publlcatlon in Taachlng and Teacher )
Education. - .
bt — o tthtnay . . ,
2 Robert E. Floden is a member of both the” Confeptual-Analytic and the \

Content Determinants Projects and an associate pro essor in the Departments of .\
Teacher Education and Counseling, Educational Pay logy, and Special
FEducation, Jﬂlchigan State University. -




.Buchmann, in press; Fenstermacher, 1979; Zumwalt, 1982), whether research has .

‘resultb to change teaching practice. Often following an idea of how

the work of economiasts and sociologists. Optimistic predictions of scientific
. , ® . . . *

I\ . . ” . . ‘
> |

' P 3 . :
research solutions are inevitably followed by continuing struggles of . '~ . '

practical 4mplementation. Scieatists in all fields are reconsidering the
4 . : . . oo

proper conduct and realistic role-of social science in the improvement of

* » R . ’ hd - ) . B ‘
practice. ' (T , : |

: _ . ’ , S
v Few would deny that American elementary- and secondary-school teaching

can and should‘GE imprqvéd. What role research on teaéhing'can and should

play in such improvement +is less clear. .The.Nagéonal Institute of.Education O
and some other funding agencies communicate fheir expectétion that research

will‘lead to visible positive changes 1n what goes on in schools. But several )

leading figures in ‘education have raised questions about the speéiﬁic ways in

which people have attempted to use research to change practice (e.g.,

had significant practical consequence so far (e.g., Eiéner, 1984), ‘and whether

e

it makes sense to-expect_pract{cal consequences to result from research
directly at all (e.g., Phillips, .1980).
The federal government has taken an active role both in supporting

¥

research and in iﬁitiating énd suppoiting WOrk.designed to use pegearch '
agricultural research has chamged farming practice, humé;ous atteﬁpts have
been made.to disseminate regearch findings, put research into practicg; and 8o
on (House, 1974). Tﬂe hope that research yill influence teaching practice is
comﬁlemented by éiaéing a high value on research-based teaching practice.
‘Leaders of teacher e@uéption programs are attragted bf the idéa that
théir;prograys cguld be based on'specific,'we11~defined'teaching competencies.

The Competency Based Teacher Education (CBTE) and Performﬂpch.Based Teacher

Education (PBTE) movements gained wide popularity during the late 1960s and

‘( ' . ®
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'early.1§708 (for a critical account, see Hert{berg, 1976)f Teacher educators

were so.succeésful at generating'lists_of"competencies, however, that they

suon had to face'the question of determining rationél bages for competencies o
- to be 1nc1uded in ‘their programs. Research on teaChing.wae'seen as.the place.

to look for such a basls. As Schalock put it in 1973' N
At present . . . we . . . have no firm evidence that one set of
competencies’ is more productive of learning in ch11dren than
another set, that one level of competency definition is. any better ,
than another level . . . Questions of this nature can be , : ' ~
answered only through research, (quoted in Houston, 1974, p. 6)

' Hence the -phrases "research-based teacher training" and "the knowledge base in
A

teacher education" are liberally scattered through papers and presentations in /X

teacher education. The research base, typically cast as process-product

v . ! 63’
* ' N s R : .
research on teaching (e.g., Brophy & Good, in press; Medley, 1977), was to
define the competencies to be achieved in teacher preparation.and'inservice
teacher training: ' : ' . : s

. ( | -

Like all areas of education, teacher educatf&n 18 not‘homogeneous. Any

. ’
specific description of a-"typicel"'research-based teacher-preparation or

-~

inservice-training program will fit few -actual' programs. " To analyze broadl
3 y y

defined approaches to teacher edhcation, howeven,: writers have sketch%e

.
4

simplified examples of.programs that embody distinctly different approaches.

Perhaps no existing teacher preparetioq”program'or inservice program follows
one or another approach exclusivefy. 1t may well be that some mix of types’is

r

desirable. For simplicity, however, this paper will consider.the strengths

-

and weakness of "pure" types, rather than trying to determlne the (posslbly

synergistic) d‘ysequences of mixing types. The two pure" types are research- .

based training and educational discussion of research. . )
' / ' . 4

L
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* Regsearch~Based Training

. Ff}st consider research-based teacher training. In this approach,

conclusions are -drawn from research on teaching, typically process-product
regsearch, about the ways ?n which' teachers ought to act. These desired ways

\\ of acting are then written ag the competencies teachers reqdire, and teachers

are traifled to achieve these competencies. .
L . , _ o . : '
It is not dii?icult to find examples, of teacher preparation programs that
trakn teachers to pé&form in ways found to be associated with student
learning. Such teacher training is still in evidence, often with the
: o .

endorsemént of researchers. Rosenshine, for example, is a major proponent of

Py

, ‘ _ . :
. *  the Direct Instructional Model as a summary. of desired teédcher performances.

- . .

"In an article with Meyers, he gives the following description ofs a teacher

training program based on.the model: .

., Teachers are taught thfbugh the model-lead-test procedure,

" instruction is recycled until 100 percent mastery is achieved, the
trainer obtains attertion quickly and proteeds at a brisk pace,
reinforcement is frequent and specific, and the trainees are given
active practice through choral responses in the group setting and

) .through ‘individual turns in small groups . . . . Any mistakes that

' the teachers make are corrected by the trainer again modeling the
behavior then®*ledding the teachers, and then having the teachers
practice alone. This training loop continues until the skill is

mastered. (Rosenshine & Meyers, 1978, p. 269) '

Such an approach to teacher preparation or inservice training has been

criticized by a variety of educational scholars. Consideration of these

L2

problems has led to recommend&tiqns for replacing resea;ch-baéed teacheér

Eriining with educational diséuasion of rese#rch. The spécific‘formulations
] . ! [} .
of the latter approach are, however, somewhat problematic. -
Two lines ;f criticism ﬁqve been leveled against research-based teacher
s 1 -‘.c -
v tfainiﬁg. The first objects to teachers' accepting conclusions they have not
r -

e

s i v ’ :
themselves drawn--conclusions drawn by eﬁucal‘fnal researchers. The secopd

’

-

*,
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. argues that, in teacher preparation and staff deVelopmeht, education is

0 . R ) ' hf

preferable to‘training. -

L4 ! . . o . .
It's betker to draw your own conclusions. The content of research-based
. v T R s,

+

_teacher training is the conclutions drawn by educational researchers,

‘especially reaearchers'on,teaching.. CrrticsrhEVe discussed four problems with

getting: teachers to accept the conclosions researchers draw, suggesting that

it would be better for ‘teachers to draw their own conclusions. '

 First, they argue that conclusions drawn in existing (especially process-

product) research rely on an overly narrow view of education. Tﬁrough_focus

on learning that can be easily tested with commonly available achievement

tests and use of an idea of teaching as a coordinated assembly of ¥

instructional skills, research conclusions tend to downplay some important

..
‘

\ .
aspects of education (e.g., teachers' curriculum development, students' grasp

. . .
w . \

. of abstract concepts).. Accepting the conclusions researchers draw involves

. @ : . h '
‘accepting that narrow definition without even considering that rother

definitions are possible. Buchmann (1983a) makes the stronger claim that
C. . R . ] '
soQQtimee consideration of -a broad range of educational aims creates "

’

. .7 ' : ' a
situations in which some research knowledge ought to be i&Fored: ' *

As a basis for action, the belief that students can learn must be
upheld whatever test scores, the opinions of parents, and even the
firsthand experientes of the teacher may imply to the contrary.
This triumph of hope over experience 'is Justlfled——pot because it
fits with the data but because it can create new desirable facts.
(Buchmann, ‘1983a, p. 4) :

’
»

Second, the training approach tends to give teacher? miétaken confidence

‘'

in the certainty of the research results, Te111ng someone what to do creates

S
the impression that the teller knows what is best. But all research -

conclusions are uncertain, and educational.reséarch provides no exceptions.

4

\ . Sl I3 -
L ¥ , PPt . . e
L SO . .

- The emphasis on indirect teachihg supported oy Elandersgvresearch'(4970), for

.-/. . ] .4 |

7
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~.thag trained, whether or not research on tedghing figures in the program.

examﬁle, has given way to'an emphasis on direct instruction: Qre conclusions
edueat1ona1 researchers draw ate- partially shaped by thexr be11efa about the

essence of good educatxon, th1a stropg dependence on values has led to speclal

_uncertalnty.rh the concluslons from research on teaching: (Dunkin & B1dd1é,

| v : <o i
. . . >,
[ ] . ’ e v

1974).

R e

Third, tralnihg teaghére-;bufollow research conclusions is of little use,

becauae,no research concludion will.be appropriate for all teaching =

.
~

circumstances.” The complexity of the context and process of teaching makes it,

. . o . | . *
virtually impossible to find specific prescriptions for teachers that would

apply to all situations. '"Research ig unlikely to produce universally i

A

applicable laws and those produced will only be selectively implemented

anyyay" (Zumwalt, 1982, p. 239). As a result, teachers must have more than
» , .

. —

the ability to smoothly execute a set of teachihg skills. They must haye the-
- 1] o [1\4

~

. ab11xty to judge when a part1cu1ar approach is most 11ke1y to be successful,-

an ab111ty that*requ1res know1ng much more about research studles thau the

.\’ v
conclusions.

Finally, preservice preparation cannot hope to produce polished
Lce € k

professionals. The time available does not begin to be adequate for providing.”'

all the thinga-that would help teachers provide outstanding instruction.
Teachers must know how to learn'mpre and be inclined to do so. Training in )

conclusions tends instead to givefth%,impression'Of mastery -of the craft.

v
P

o’

'Should teachers be well educated or hxghly trained? A second cr1t1c1qm :

of research-based teacher training is that_ eachers should be educated, rath r:

. 'l . ¢ ’Q
Education is often contrasted with training (or, in more extreme cases,
. ‘ Y . .
indoctrination), in which students (in this case preservice or inservic

.o
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teachers) are led to have,certain beliefs or skills without the additional *

L . 14

N .

justification and rationale associated .with education. In edycation, the

rationality of the students is‘ac§?0w1e4ged,‘both in how the students are

taught and in what they are.taught., In process,. ""the teacher -is prepared to A v
explain, that is, to acknbwlgdge the student's Xight to ask for redsons and .

.his concomitant right'tp exercise his jhdgmentﬁon the merits of the case" .

(Jcheffler, 1973,.p1 62). In content, emphasis is on increasing students' : ’
¥ R . : : _ . X '

abilities to make well-founded independent judgments, rather,than on providiag

them with answers. The "fundamental educational ideal is to'mEﬁE*us¢perﬂhsiva »
as possible the free and critical quest for reasons, in ald realps of study“

(Scheffler, 1973, p. 62). L : SRR
‘ .

s !

Why should teachers be educated? Several different reasons have been

) ’ : . ’ ' . "
girven. L o v
First, if teachers are trained to produce/Specific performances, then

their interest in”teaching may decline as they attain mastery. The teacher b
trained in specific skills of teaching will find initial work experiences
challedging, if not overwhelming. With experience, however,'the_qoordination

of different tasks becomes habitual, and the skills are acquired to the point N
that little effort is required to efféctively“perform them. That is the point

4

at - which the mid-career slump may begin. -If, in~contra§t, the teacher's
“' { ] ‘ . . . . . ’ . .
preparation emphasi%ed the examination of evidence and ‘reasonrng about the

connections betweert means and ends, stagnation would be -less 1ikely to oceur.- o :
- : ] » . 8

* . ~
- . - - . PN

Teachers have Qourchs_of new_gvidencg in their oqn_teachingﬂand_in the o
regearch ;ork don&uctéd by others. R;ther than teacﬁing always being é,
repétition,of last yeﬁr's‘actfbities,'the teacher could be constantly
feadjusting cl;ssraom peréormancea in the liéht bé new evidence qr'neg

. . » . ~ ’ ) .

.
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insighté gained by teflecting on the-evldeacei (8ee Dewey, 1904, for a

similar Position.) ' . o [

B . L e - ) M . v
needed to educate children. The education (as-opposed to training) /of
R . ./
children would presumably be defended under 'the general argumeat
The connection to the education of teachers iB fa;}liar from ass¢rtions that

A -

: ‘ . 3
. [ S 2 -
teachers teach in the manner in.which they were taught. If at acher was

‘

v

_ train students. .
Flnally, one could Justlfy teacher education as a way.of adJustlng \

*
. general research results to specific satuatlons. Gronbac (1975) has argued

\

..

g&at it is unredé%g’ble to expect teo f1nd any unlversally appllcable laws of | ;
3social 'science. ge only wa.y in which rses'a) Ta #dan be ‘used to inform ,
. decisions about :.sﬁec!fic srtuaclon is“f;rnsomeone kp;%ledgeable about,the

sitte to give carefalu;ensiderat}on te both'tﬁe reseaé;h reports and the

characteristics of the site. A teacher trained to proddce speéific_

! )

14
performances may be effective in an average classtoom, but ineffective in many
. -t - P . v -
real classrooms. While there may be an average/gain 1in get!gng all teachers

to perform in a‘certain way, individual classes may suffer. A teacher

v

educated to reason about evidence, on the cher hkand, should be well suited to

. ' [ R R - 4‘\“'
modify generally effective performances to fit the charaq&erisndcs of this !y 'f&ﬂew
. b1 15y

' r']r/ J jl' i
year's group of students. Although ;he ‘teacher may not always make the béét“ hs‘ M{

o

_possible interpretation,,preparagion that emphasizes the development of reason

o

and coasideration of evidence .should improve the qaality of intefpretatiogp'

‘

made ., .
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Educational Diqcussioﬁs of Research. . - /

?
!

" In response to the criticisms of researchy-based teacher training, the

general directioh%tﬁgt'has been”urged is te replace learning of \research

- .\

conglusions with discussion of research evidence ‘and research studies. . The

. ) "*

specific means suggested are variations on this general theme.
N . > : . . N ('

\Fenatermachq; (1979, 1%80) bases his proposals.on Green's definitigp.of

S

. » _ . , o
education: : : _ . ) - : k*’)
‘ Educat1dn, for Green, is largely a matter of transformlnﬁ)

person's subjectively reasonable beliefs to ‘objectively reasonable
. beliefs. The transformation'from gubjective reasonableness to e
objective reasonableness is undertaken by developing. the student's
capacity to reason and by presenting evidence for or against
subjectively reasonable ﬁfl1efs. (Fenstermacher, 1979, pp.,il—22)

_*The ‘alternative Fenstermacher proposes is to present research findings to

teachers "as evidence . . . to encourage the transformation of teachers'

N ’

beliefs from subjectively to quegtively reasonable" kFénstermacher, 1979, p.

» .
169). This transformation not only is edqcativerobut it removes the necessity

. )

for the researchdrs to draw causal inferences. The associattons discovered})*
"

can be presented to teachers, who are then allowed to draw their own

inferences. o . I .
. 1 } . . R R R :
When research findings,K appear to he at odds with subjectively reasonable .
beliefs, teachers may or may not change their beliefs. If teachers give
: : oo #
serious consideration to the research findings, Fenstermacher believes, this

ﬁg&naidprntion will at least tend to enlarge their understanding and

P )

differentiate their perceptmons (Fpnatermacher, 1980)
8

Fenetermacher thinks that it may be even bet:t:er to dxrect; attention avay
&

frod the specific emplrxcal findings of research toward the_concepts that
guide and com from research. Raﬁher than learning findinga or conclusiona,'
acquiring new concepto gives teachers additional ways of perceiving thexr work

environments, Acquxring new concepts, even more than conaidering avidence,

. ' v, . . ’ v
. . , .
' ‘ | . ) 1 | A
' » . - A * s




)
. \ ,
acts 8o as to enlargé understandtng and differentiate perceptxons. Acquiriag ,

-

a new concept gives teachers 4 .new way to stryctu:e\their kxperiente, 'an

3

insigthul and suggeatiVelyay'tq look at and thihk about the connections
: .

between teaching and learning" (Fenstermacher, 1980, p. 34). [

\

Because of existing problems with the use of pfocess—product research,
and because of the lmportance he sees for Yesearch acknowledgxng teachers
Lntentxons, Fenstermacher h}s argued that a change in research methods 1is

\i

necessary for the improvement of t¥acher edﬁcatvpn.
. 2 .

Trans forming Leachefa'

beliefs, he ar&tid} cequeres knbwledge of current Furthermore, mno

~

4
Yeliefs.
description of teaching and 1earn1ng can be adequag&kunless it anludes

consideration of the beliefs and lntentlons of Ceaehexs and studeuts. Hence
he -argues for moré emphasis3on descriptive studies theéxinclude attention to
mental states and procz:sses. | o \

Zumwalt (1982) doneuf; with Fenstermagaer's suggestikn that teachers
should consid;; research_finding%,'cather than conclusionﬁx but also etresses

rie impottance of what the teachers do with these 'findings. . She advocates a’

deliﬁere}ive oriantpation in which research Eindinés are used ‘a8 the basis of
' ' . *
discusdions with other teachers about teacning and education.- Like

L "

Fenstermacher, she holds that if a research- fu‘hxng appears to’ contradlct a -

-
]

teacher' 8 ‘belief about teachiang and 1earn1ng, the teacher need 30t
4
»
automatically give up the old belief for the research finding. '"When

\

) ,c N . .
seemingly definitive results are.contrary to one's own beliefs, the motivdtion

to delve  further is,.greater" (Zumyalt, 1982, p. 230). Through diedussion,

\ | ;
teachers. leatn how to reason about educational problems in geg@fal, rather

x . ¢

than learﬂxng the "rxght way" to solve’a particular teaching problem.

Research andLngs are tthgs to reason about, dot things to ba/Zaken as

7

certain truth. .Reaponing'power will, Zumw@lt impliea, give ‘the abilities to

S |
o ‘&\ o :
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judge what approach will be appropriate, to continue to learn.af er'completing

-’ : I

/
formal teacher preparation, and to|atcurately judge how much
;' . * N ’ [ o ,

confidence to put,

" v

in research. - L o
AR . . 1 .o . . . / / r ,:\..

. . , . .o
/Although Zumwalt seems to see moré problems with the use of process=

’; ' . . _- :

product research than with the use of descriptive research, she|{inds both -

. B . ‘ \ . ) . ¢

”Efnds of research on teaching guitable starting points for a de] berative
' “ !

)
¢

'approach to teacher education. . For usesin-educative discussion&, she supports: N
: ’ . ' \ v

conduct of research using both methods of study. . :3 \

Buchmano (1983a, in press) has constructed ‘an argument similar to that of
. F) L4 ' -

L] . \
Fenstermacher and Zumwalt, but she widens the scope of her concern from -«

2 -

research based teacher traxning to-the general conceptxon of puttlng research . s L.
ooy 0K d ' \
knpwledge,%p use. She supports the conduct or‘educatlonal research xn general

M .

and research on teaching in particular'but believes that research*should not :

v, N - -

be used to persuade people of wMat tordo or to bqlleve. Rather,‘reaearch N

should become part o%’the "conversation" about the subgect of Lﬁterest (e.g.

‘teachiag). She also‘oaposea simply trying to get teachers to behave or ' | '
balieve as research rells them to ﬁo, but her suggestion ‘a8 to what should be
done fainpmewhat different from that of Feﬁstermacher,and/;imWMlt. .She }ears

fhaq discussions of research resa{ts may improperly take the form of

arguments. Fenstermacher and Zumwalt place emphasis on the standatd model of
: v L g

rational‘belief, which values clearly supported logiqai links betweea | 4
» B ) .
conclusions, reasons,. and evidence. This emphasis is, Buchmann argues, both “
too restrictive and tdo much oriented to th7,ideal ef research, which is
truth, in contrast to the ideal °€'Pf¢°ti°e» which is wise action,
. Emphaais on clear apnd persaasive argument is too restrictive aecause it
addreeaes only one .aspect of the value of discuaeion,«gha; of gaining
intellectual clarity. Bgt discuas??ﬁ‘%{ig., OE\FEsearch)vhas other values aa
* ' L)
. ) | ) v .‘: A . - - i ‘~ . b
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well. ?é}haps the most important of these is the ability to motivate right -
. . [ —

l/ﬁ\ action~—q déécussion;that inspires peqgple to do good is vg}uable, eﬁ%ﬁ if the
‘ : érguments in the discuss;on.are not perfecély clear. Motivation to action and

. | ,'“arity may even befgoalslin tepsioﬁ: Precise argumept_ma; have no place for

appeals to embtion.f‘At the least, unclarity in itself ig’nég,é fatal.weﬁknessl_ -

in a didcussion. A * N / . \ jjf\’/}” ' .
. . v 3

We have no reason to assume that premises that need to be'guessed.
, at, terms without clear definitions, oblique references, and

Coe beliefs that are not debatable must ‘be associated with wrongheaded
' ideas or indefensible lines of action. (Buchmann, 19835;,P. 12) y

The emphasis on clear presentation,of a position in an argument also
¢ L]

- B '
-,

tends to give improper weight to argumentative skills, skills mowe likely to

be possessed by researchers than by teqchers. This advantage, together with

n

the greater social status Ameficqn gociety gives to those who work with

[ 4

N _ ,
theory, as opposed” to practice, tends to turn discussion of research results
\ - . . \

-

2 o '
into another case of getting researchers to tell tedchers what the answers

are. Any program that tries to give teachers skills with which to compete on
researchers' territory will mdst likely lead teachers to accept rules of a

»
-

. game 1in which they are unlikely to be able to win. Moreover, when researchers e
' ’ N
,break the rules, for example by speaking with apparent ‘authority on topics

they know little about, teachers are uﬁiikely to call.a foul. Instead,

taachers may treat this event as an example to be turned into a rule.

. Insﬁead of having teachers discyss researQh; Buchmann proboses having

teacers and researchers talk about education. The aim of such conversations

is_noé;to apply research knowledge, not to persuade teachers to

v\

accept

o~ ’

research results, but to have good conversations.
\ .

. . v
\ S e \ ,
\ . ¥
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Considerings the Reforms

A¥though -there are differences among these recommendations concerning

what sort of research should be done and how' it should be used, the'three

v

authors just discussed seem to agree that descriptive research wqﬁid be more

. .

likely than process-product research lead to improvemént‘of teacher .- L
education, and that te

, y . o
.own conclusions from research, rather than having researchers decide what

- ¢ T "

teachers should believe and try' to change their minds.

.

achers shoGTd think their own thoughts and draw their

These tﬂo.poai;ionq 1
[ ) Lo
have some appeal, especially in the light oftfhé past recotd of research-based '

v

teacher training. The proposed changes themselves deserve careful scrutiny to

see what new problems are being exchaﬁged for the old. ’

<, ) . o
g I - Lo

: - N
- .

Descriptive Studies

-

Consider the suggedtion that descriptive -studies thht consider teacher,
i S

' B . | o . . o .
- and student intentions might be better,s&g{:d for educativ® discussions of

research. TwQ sorts of advantage are most ubvious. First, descriptive

’

studies, to the extent that they remain deztxiptive, avoid drawing conclusions
. . _ < -

abqu desired changes 'in teaching practice. Secdnd, the descriptive studies

-

give a more detailed, and in’some ways more complete, picture of teaching and
learning. What advantages does each of these characteristics bring? "o

By eschewing conclusions, descriptive studies prevent any straight forward ,
_ -
prescriptive use of the research. If the study does not)indigﬁte what

simply base prescriptions on the researcher's conclusions.- Neither ca
PLy ! :
. . i !

' , \ .
teacher pkeparation students read the end of the research report to
. S .

what they should do. Deciding what the report suggests about pra

requires reading something more than conclueions and requires t odéht about

s T




'
¢

what the gtudy means. Consequently,.such a study lendd itself to Zumwalt's

deliberative approach, or Buchmann's conversation, simply because any - \
. . . i ) o o, .vl

conclusions to be drawn must be drawn by the reader; the report does not try. .

to persuade the teacher to change in any particular way.
By giving greater detail, a description lends itself to teacher education
- 5 .

in two ways. First, the possibility of inteéesting'discussion depends on the

-

existence of complexity: If the character and meaning of ‘events are

immediately clear to all, further discussion is redundant. A detailed
v description allows for a ‘variety of interpretations,'each of which may fit
, 2 . . : i
with parts of the désc}ipgion but not with others. Second, vivid.detail. r
SR - L :

] -

' charges. a discussion with the emotive power capable of (changing minds. The

LY i

generality may*lend itself to academic mastery of concepts, but the mental

changes that will bring changes in practice are aided by considiyatiOn of

’ compelling examples. As social psychologists have shown (e.g., Nisbett &

. Ross, 1980), vivid detail is compelling.

Cogsidering these two ways in which thick descriptions lend themselves to
/ ’ : ’ ’ ' .

a deliberative approach to teacher preparation makes it clear that such v

b

- methtods have no unique ability to serve teacher education. Awoiding drawing
= . |

conclusions is something that id possible in any study. ' Educational ' . ”

researchers of all méthodologigalxpersuasions are often motivated by a_deéire

!to tmprove education. Why else be: in eduggtion? Desire for.improvement
implies some idea of what things ﬁreﬂto be desired in eQucatidn. These idegs (
may creep into descriptive studigs as well as process~producr‘ studies. When
\ they do, the reader may be tempted Eo accept the ideas without reflection,
copying “the teacher activities that seem to be endorsed and avoiding those

. -
tha¥ have an undesirable cast. Even completely descriptive studies,. perhaps a

.
0

complete, unedi ted videotape of a reading lesson, may be taken by preéérvice
»

' i ] . ' ) .
w \ . . ‘ ' , ) ‘Y




v,

‘whatever the teacher happened to be doing.'

- .
[

students, hungry for how-to-do-it advice, as an implicit.endorsemegg'of

¥ * " D

15

* Process-product studies could likewise avoid drawing conclusions. Indeed
. ¥ . : L)

some reseafqhers may write the-implibations for practice section out of a

\ .
sense that 1t3ts ez&ected of them rather than out of a deslre to do so. The

¥

cr1t1c19m that ﬂ361gn1ng a study that computes correlatlons between teacher'

behaviors and ;ﬁudent test scoreg is virtually drawing conclusions about what

-

teachers should do is weii taken.

v

any descriptive study that focuses on some, aspects of the classroom (e.g.,

o

teacher-student interactions, student language) and oijigts others (e.g.,

- the questions of the p

¥

" areas. ' ‘ S

which thé classroom

4

teacher planning outside the classroom, interactions am different f

teachers).

The fact that ethnographic studies are detailed may tend to focus the:

discussion on elaboration and’ interpretation of that detail, rather”than on

er aims of school and the other possible wa&s in

) ’

-

ight have existed. That tendency would be avwéakness in

But the same criticism could be ‘drawn about’

-

the ethnographlc approach. Limiting details may make some sorts ofidiscussion

more difficult, but that dlfflculty may’be an-example of not taklng ‘the easy

»
way 03\“;forc1ng discussion to move to otﬂer, and perhaps more 1mpoqtant,b'g
: . . L

v
]

- The vividness of ethnographic studie; is a two~edged sword. .The

vividness may be compelling, but reliancg on vividness of what happéns to be

L ' . : .
reported makes it uncertain what direction the compulsion will push in. The

T

consideration is "What about a research report will be compelling and how can

the writer or teacher educator compel change in belief in worthwhile

“directions?" Thinking in terms of cqmpelling detail leaves control of the

— direction of change up to what happened’in the ‘classrooms studied. : Thinking

3

1 / ]




The Vanishing Role of the Teachagy Educator
T

o k 2 o B 16

in terms of rhetoric highlights the case the researcher.wants to make and lays

open a wider varietyiqf ways regearch results might be. made compellfng.i

e
2 .
A}

4

& -

and conversation (rather than training) is whether these suggestions go too
far in removing }eaeaqchers and teacher gddcators from the role of dfawing

¢onclusions to be accepted by teachers. Fenstermacher's and Zumwalt's

suggestion that teachers might or might not change their own beliefs when .
, : a * i .
presented with research'that contradicts them is both admirable and troubling.

It is admirable because it acknowledges that research conclusions are

uncertain and that peachers, especially experienced teachers, have knowledge

that should be properly credited&' It is troubling because it leaves uﬁclear

o

how decisions to change will be made and éeems to.shift the burden of deciding-

oA
~

what to do entirely from the researcher to the teacher.

1

As Buchmann (1983b) has argued in a different’cqnteﬁt, teacher knowledge

is not knowledge unless there are checks on the validity of beliefs. A
D ¥ : ' : . e :

strength of regearch is its incorpor?tiod of systematic tests of individual

_beliefs, tests tha&hare not part of the everyday -habits of individuals. “While

- L : ) ”»~

it is probably true’that most experienced teachers have considerable wisdom
about teaching and'Learnidg, it is probably also true that they are wfong

about some %Hf the things they think theyfhgve learned from their expériencg:

(For further discussions of the problems of ovetemphasis on learning from

exporlence, see Buchmann & Schwille, 1983; Fe1man-Nemser & Buchmann, 1983

3 »

Floden,. Buchmann, & Schwille,,K 1984). . - : - ;*

What is not ptqminently'preéent in these proposéls is the gdiding role of

t

the teacher educator. Education is not brought about merely by encouraging

1 . . . /

The chief question to be raised about the recommendations for discussion .



discussfon and probiﬁg. Guidance, must be given in seeing the differgnce ' ) .

¥
. o o r - ‘
_between well-grounded discussion and lopse talk and between conc;y ions that . p
) ; R , p :
are better supported and less well supported by the data. R

"2

' v

. ¥ How the goodness of conversations is to be judged is a gliestion for which

- : . . ) v

~

Buchmann offers‘suggéstions, not clear anawers.

1ogica1-progression. ‘Those who talk-;o inflate t

from a conversation rather than add to it/

Buchmann's analysis to date, however, ig/ stronger on poihting_to the

- problem than on providing the solution. Cgnversations themselves have

o ) ' . - .

difficulties. Though lack of clarity any focus does not preclude: ugseful _ /

e : ]

idegs“from'ghe muddléd but proper;co victions. Doing that requires removing

~ ,
effort, and it may be that the r onstructed 11ne of_thlnk1ng will not do A
justice to its incomplete, ancesffor. I1f the/final version is of value, the

-,/ S K
question of faLtﬁfu{ representAtidn may b¢ of little interest, but 1t is worth )
askxng whether starting with conversat1on is the best way to gearch for truth, |
Buchmaun 8 analysls ledves some.questlon about how the quallty of

conversations should be ju ged. In,speclfylng crlterLa, a dilemma may arise

because of the wish to: avpid botb an lnstrumental deflnxtlon of value (1 e,

good conversations are those that 1ead to 1mproved teacher - or researcher

make the part1c19ante apby)  The flrst,tends to sound liké the reaearch~

, into-practice view that Buchmann relecta, although Rerhaps it can be recast in

v
t b “

terms of ratipnality’ t' aducational goals, @The sacond is clearly of value to . .

[‘_0 _ ' | [_ .

// o - R2 o
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the participants as individuals but leaves doubts about the value to.them as

- .
teachers or researchers. N A
. 1}

. R \ . . " . .
Edication does allow for intending to change minds in specific ways.  The

L .
. ¢

restriction is on how this %t done, not that it is done, Teacher educatoks
. . . y . - ] : ' f [
. (and' researchers wishing to ggucate their audience of teachers) can

. . .
legitimately draw conclusions and try to get-téachers to accept those

-cqnelusions. | What 'a focus on education rather thgn training prohibits is (a)

\
doing this id a way that decreases teachers' ability to reason about education

and (b) doing it in a way that does ngt'allow teachers to find out about the

reasons behind the conclusions.

Attempting to change tegchers' minds in an educative way 18 especially °

"
N .

difficult for researchers, whose medium of commfinicatibn with most teachers is

the written word. It is argued that articles written to describe reseaych to~

-
»
~

eachers tend not'to.be educative but} instead, prescriptive of specific
behaviors. If this is true, the reason may be that researchers have believed
that the only wéy to get teachers td learn from research is to present them

with simple conclusjions, leaving the derivation of those conclusions from !ﬁe
evidence to the researchers. This orientation amounts to a research-based
s " ’

training approach ingritten form. !:;\ P ' ’
A . ' " “ .
But how can researchers write so as to persuade teachers to accept

conclusions the researchers believe well ﬁhstified and also to acknowledge.the '

L]

rationality of teachers (i.e., to educate rather than to train)? One might '

1

think, on consideration of the proposals for discussion and conversation, that -
the written form makes the goal unaQtainable..'Is there a way? "

 Fenstermacher- (1979) has hiL on something important .in advocating that

(J

researchers find out about ‘teachers" beliefs, aithough his idea is partially
[ ) N ) “\..

migdirected, Fenstarmachgr uses'several examples "to show that current beliefs
} .

.
t
3 s !
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o ; . . ) R

have an effect on the way in whlch evidence presented W111 act to change
. ’ V3 L
sub jective beliefs. The examples demonstrate that bellefs about theé e
. o .

credibility of‘evidenee.or the_value_of.the goals to be attained may affect

-~

the impact that evid%yce can have on the transformation of beliefs about which
~ ‘ N . ’ .

Y

teaching practices should.be undertaken. From this, Fenste;machen continues,

it follows tha;.one must know what teachers believe before ome can change

vt ’ . ' hd

[N ' . >

) their beliefs. -In partlcular, the bellefs/researchers need to know about are
f | those that Eeachers have about the klnds,of practlces that produce studgnt
' puccess atfspecified‘learning tasks. . o e
_ . . _
* Fenstermacher is right in pointing to the inportance of considerin

!

teachers'-beliefs.'53ut it is not necessary that'researchets know what
J . 'teacheps think, for example, about.how to praise students_before they can
" provide educative arguments. Much transformation can proceed nithout
knowledge of teachete‘:snbjeetively'reaaonahle beliefs.. Such transfo;mation|

. presumably occurs in many educational settings, such as graduate seminars in

education, without first discovering the *beliefs of all the students present.

i
-

Although transformation may sometimes‘be‘blocked because‘of”iack of
credibility of evidence ot'a failure to address topics of interest, it is -
prohably successful much\of the‘tine. | 4 . i * )
The beliefs that seem most reievant are not those Fenstern;cher snggeetsf
discoveriné{j Rather than f}nding out.ﬁhat causal links teachers currently
' believe in, we should, as Fenstermacher:? own-examples suggest, find out'about

the beliefs. concernlng the cred1b111ty of evidence or the goals con81dered

worthwhile. It is a pr1nc1ple of rhetoric that to persuade you must begln at
AN ¥ .
. ’ v *

a place where you and_yqur.audlence agree. This-kind of beginning need not
require exact knbwledge of wéht the audience thinks but. does fequire a sense

) !
of ‘where there are points of agreement. For an audience of teachers, it may,



be especially important to considef:what sorts of evidence they ipitially find

. ~ ‘J
- credible and, what view of schooling goals they hold. »

- Rrowledge of tezchers"subjective beliefs about the effectivéness of

various teaching practices may also prove useful for transforming itheir
. » . * v

‘beliefs using researcH results. The~investigation of teacher beliefs about

the causal links between their practic
. ’ t

in which Fenstermacher thinks reséarch

' N
argued above that such research is not a prerequigite for operation .of the

L)

étuéﬁff_ﬁiiigigs*ijﬁtﬂg direcbiqn_

n téaching should go. Although I have

transﬁormétidn schema,'it‘mqy provide useful pefagogichl tools. If teacher -

"o
[y

educators knows what teachers initially believe,. they may take péins to

discredit those initial beliefs or'to show how their plausibility is

. " N . . . . [ l
attributable to relationships not previously considered. Just as doctors may

have been persuaded that their practice of insisting on closed windows had
gome value because it kepf out diseasewcarrying mosquitos, rather than bad
night air, so teachers may be led to see which aspects of their practice are

valuable and hence to alter the others.

Changing an Audience's Mind S

When addressed to an audience of teachers and other school workers,

4

reports of research on teaching are attempts to change minds. If research

reports are to perguade, report authprs .need to keeb the persuasiveness of .

their presentation in mind. This need suggests.attention to the deviceq'of
rhetoric used in writing a report. C 2 . |
R ' . . 4

The thought that cofisiderations of rhetoric are important in Wwriting

research reports may seem scandalous to some regearchers. Rhetoric conjures
up images of the Sophists and Eqrrent associations with political. propaganda

5, Lo

and*advertising. Reports of aciéﬁtffic studies of teaching are seen asff

-

s
w
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-

neutral portrayals\bf research procedures, oquptlve results, and the

conclusions’ that can be loglcally derlved from these rédults. . -
Although, 1nsp1red by the. logical poelt1v1sts, behavioral peychologlsts

- "

, tried/to remove all choice and amblgu1ty from social research (Mackenz1e,

\ ]

1977), whatever succass -they achleved was at thexco8t> of putt1ng 881de many

Aeducatlonally 1ntereptlng quest1ons; Research on teach1ng, from problem-
]

- \

A Y

formulatlon, through study. desrgn, to preparatlon of qgncluslons and - ;
- e

inclinations, is filled with ch01ce, 1ndef1n1teness, and'amblgulty. Any'ethdy

v, B .

may be presented and interpreted in'horg than one‘way, end the choice of C
! ¢

o

presentatlon cannot be determlned by str1ct1y 1og1pa1 means. Because research ..

-conclusions cannot be der1ved in a str1ct1y 10g1ca1 way from ‘the set- of events

~

. . . > . ) ’
rather than a proof. If the reader is to.accept fhe conclusions of the

research, the argument must persuade that reader. Rhetoric is the field that

givee serious consideration to the persuasive nature of argumentw,'

"*\_ . ’ < ’ . 1 . .
Gusfield'(l98lz has considered the use of rhetoric in the: reports of

research on drivers who drink. Thig research, like research on teaching, is

“
« r

. . . t . .'v . » » .
conducted with vi1ew‘towarqtgddresslng»a salient social concern. It is also
. © . : v o ’ . . ’

]
ei@ilar in 'the ambiguity of key concepts: drunkenness ‘in the one case and-
effective teaching in'the other.

Gusfield shoﬁg.that.research has tried to support a view, of the problem

in which the primary fault is splaced on the driver. Thexaudience i8 to be:

gershaded’that'acfibn should be taken to ehange the actione of drivers who

'.' . v - : q ’ . - . )

drink, those who are to blame for unnecessary traffic deaths. Hidden are the
-t ' . : : ' '
possibilities that tffese drivers may not ,be at fault, either because of the
’ ., . o . - A ’ : -
uncertain inferences from available gvidence (and these inferences are indeed

uncertain) -or because .the blame (and hence the splution) lies with the way

ws

that make up a study of teaching, a research report is an»informal argument \gf'

v



- to. persuadeathe-reader that the events reported admit . of only one . .

Lnterpretatlon. By follow a format that emphaslzes technical proeedures of
_ Ef&

O

y )
N :

ft R4 ’
data collectiqh and an&lysls, the report creates the false 1mpresslon that the

! A
researcher'as a. person dld not make choages about how to ‘interpret the o
. A . . . - ;

.ev1dence. LLterature reVLews can even create Jthe 1mpresslon that the problem ‘ S

1tse1f was meartlally determ1ned.?”End1ng a rese&rch report with a
b “‘4:& ) . .
!‘~ ’
"concluSLons" or 1mp11cat10ns" sectlon shows that. the: author thinks that e

AN

substantive proposltlons have been demonstrated (or perhaps only suggested)

In mapy reports, Lntroductlons and summary statements. sbout ‘the contrxbutlon
of the study to the f1e1d clearly suggest that the author wishes to persuade_
the.reader of the conclusions drawn. The rhetorical device, of persuasion is

. . . ] . . )

that of making it seem as if the facts speak for themselves. ) )
That that author means to convince his audience of certain, _
conclusions is both evident and explicit. The importance of ' o
method substantiates the overall style of detachment. He means to* / ' '
convince, but not to persuade, by. presentlng an external world to-

. the audience and allowing that external reality to do the

convipcing. Thus the language must be emptied of - feedirig and

emotion. The-tone m be c11n1ca1, detached, depersonallzeq. ' .
(Gusfield, 1981’ po 90 Y . . T . : . ’
' 4 . : - / ot )
PR e et o
Is stng Rhetorlc for Chghg;ng_Teachers ands Deﬁenslble? o .

L ) ' v
Brxngxng to consc1ousness the role of rhetorlc in the presengatlon (to
' ¢
different dudiences) of reports'pf research on teaching qay make wqxters more

cohacious of.their,use:of langdaée. Itﬁﬁlso, however, raises the /spectre of e

1 . v
. m

Machiavellian manipulation of teachers.- Research,on“teaching dods hotﬂ

’ : . . v . A v BN
- . . . ' + (R
. . . o




. (perhaps cannot) produce cértain and immutable pregtriptions for action, yet

teachers must act in some way. If reaearﬁhera feel that the weight of the

evidence 1nd1cates that a particular change would be desxruble, what

. ¢
a -

" persuasive rhetorical devices are they Justxfled in uslng tos try to persuade .

teachers to make that change? .

Those who have felt that science should be free from rhetorlc might
" Fpeleds

s

contend that the fact that there is a question about which® rhetorical devices

— -

are t@gltlmate conflrms thelr initial belléf thac ’psearch reportlng ‘should be
ffee from.rhetoric. "Thé facts of the case should be impartially preaented)

they mxght say, "so thaj the readers can see for themselves. the conclusxona

.
°

. th}t\pan be drawn." The alert reader will already see the flaw in their
*  drgument. "An impaptial presedtation of the facts is, in an important sense,
imposgiblé. ~Ah'eipéfimeqt~can be ‘described in gany ways, each of them
‘ A _ . _
necessarily incomplete. Ah&hqigg ﬁuptwpe'made among these descriptions.

.Furthérmore, the Ianguagé'chosenfmakéq.a difference) both in the likelihood .

L

B . ~ 7
N thet readers will be\h{fected by the report and in the way th% report will be

. N .
interpreted. As indicated earlier, choosing an "impartial" *writing style is a

. R » .-',”. ' " . ¢+
rhetorical decision, which carries persuasive weight through the impression it

. gives and which tends to maké_the'wotld'seem simpler and more completely v
determined than id probably wa'”x;r_.anted. &

\ M ]
_Because any way of reporting research on teaching involves rhetoric, the

ion is not whether it is defensible to use rhetoric in reporting such
. . ) ‘ . ’ .

) i . ’ ~

" research but whal uses of rhetoric are defensible. A productive way of

toe

looking at what might be.indgfenaible is te return to the criticisms of

Buchmann,'Fenatermachar,Tand'Zumwalt. They found fault with:approaches in
which teachers were told what to do.because theqe approaches, although perhaps
persuasive, do not acknoW¥edge the rationality of teachers and placed the

\

Y
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* researchers in an undgservedly{superior-poaitibn;_:Thase _approaches implybaggt
teachers are not able to assess the &prth of what they were belng told. What . -

fhey criticize is just what Guqfleld (1981) ‘degcribes as the consequencq of

N “ ©

the "impartial" style of sc1@nt1f1c reporting. By makxng their reaearcfj}ound T e,

.,'.,..--""' ? . v '
ar : ’ .

objectiye and carefully conducted, researchers on teaching create the wiéﬁx

5

impression that the results aie»certain and eimﬂle, that great faith can be "t
,
placed in the resultay and that the way the, nesearcb has conceived the world fl
\ R AN o weme N .
is the only possible one, . Hence what these critics’ are advocating is a é&fnge T

from the current cho;;e ot rhetoric in research on teachxn&.
[ _ < . _ : L3
But what rhetorical devices_can.be substituted and why? The . changes they
. - ‘. ; _ » | ‘

describe anolve a shift 1n the ratio . of audience authority to author .

authority (Gusfield, 1981, p. 92). *Researchers wr1t1ng for teachers often

st . . T
/ - . B - . ‘M

P

assume greater authority than the audlence, suggesting that the researcher,has . '

" . . -
M ... (3 (3 B ) g . (3 c ! | (M
found something which will be given to the sudience. ' The critics suggest .

greater equality would be more desirable. When researchers write for other
‘ . - * : . :
researchers, they often assume a sort of equality, presenting the study, . _

documenting the methods, and'creating the impres§ion that the audi&nce can see.

.

Just as well as" the authors how the conclu:;}ns follow from .the evidence. The

author seems to say, "I1'll tell you Jqst whit was done: 'Weﬁwlll reagon . * .

together and achieve a-consensus through fact'and reaéon. You, as- a rational

person, cannot but reach the same concluslon as 1'" (Gusfield, 1981, p. 92) o
n’b‘ -~ ‘ | .
But this apparent equality is illusory and not what the crltxcs would hope to 1

“treate. The author ‘still retpins“greater authority through ‘deciding how to ~': .

' o ' " 1 - - ‘ : .
Seelectively) present what was deone and’ through leading toward a particular @'
set of conclusions. True equality is even more questionable if knoﬁledge(of o

. . . v . » !
e K * 4 oo . \ --‘ O
- research wethods and concepts.ig, not “equally shared between\feader and ity

« !
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\ : . » . . .
audience--a situation that would typically be the case if teachers were to
: = : o R L
read such articles. W

The critits wish to create a more truly equal ratio between research

: r* : -
writer and teacher reader. They wish the readers to consider the evidence,
) ' . - i ] o

discusgizg.with_otherq; and drazﬂ;heir own q&hclusiona. Perhaps the -

rhetorical style oﬁ»ppquntaqioﬁ theywwqpld prefer would be one in which the

author presumes less authority than the teader for drawing conclusions,
presenting what Lappened in‘Q;;T;ésqarchfwithoufutrying to bersuade the reader

_ M ; X ) _

ithat anything follows from the tpaearch. Buchmann's suggestion of

.conversation as the model for the relationship between_fesearqh and practice C .

would be consistent with the idea thdt the researcher should attemptnot to *JL“"

; _ v [
pefsuade, but only to offer evidence (or thoughts) for consideration. - The-7j~— -~

. .

author's”goal would be to contribute to the ongoing conversation rather than
goa _ g :

. : o | A [ '
to change teachers' minds in a -particular way. Fenstermdcher and Zumwalt:-have
. ' . ) . !

‘more definite goals of,developing in.teachers the ‘ability to be more "

: . (
thoughtful about education or to give teachers new concepts with which to
think gbout teaching and education,‘*ﬁﬂt they both wish to abandon the idea

H
*

"that teachers should be brought tq belieVe“the conclusions researchers draw

from their work. All three seem to advocate abandonment of the goal of

'Q\." L4 ‘ - - .
persuasion; rhetoric might be used to help the audience of teachers understand

what was™done in the research, but not to persuade teachers5to,accept the
conclusions of research. .
) Is thid abandonment of the goal of persuasion the only defensible

0 ' . ’
approach to the rhetoric of research?. To put it more dramatically, is no

. ‘velue to bae given to the researcher's ability to draw conclusions from

L4

'research? A good case can be made that research on teaching can contribute to

.
N .
’ } v

~p "
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the education of teachers while still trying to.persuade teachers to come to '
* . ' ' . ) . N~
bglieve the. contlusions researchers have drawn from their work,
. Arguably, the most important difference between training and edgphtion is

that in education the studént must c me to hold the new beliefs for reasors

that are both sound and thought by tle student to be good reasons.

L.
Q

r;xte to the student's current stage of

Furthermore, to the extent appfjr

-intellectual.grdwth,’the'reason are the same ones the teacher would use to

&

j&stifymEhe.néw“belfefs. This means that, again to the ex;ént appropriate,(é i¥

crucial bp; necessarily vague<fhrase), the teacher must be ready to answer
Tlétudentsd quéstions about' why beliefs should be head.- This requireme;E of

giving students good reasons for what they believe generally rules out | o

1 ] Q

training based solely on'appeals to authority ("You should believe tﬁ\?

) . ) . . . . &

_because research has shown it to be true.") or based on attempts to persuadg
. ) ", %

that do not carry the provision of good grounds for holding the conclusions.

) . So far this is consistent with the criticisms of Buchmann, Fenstermacher, . .

and Zumwalt. But the requirement does not require that studepts bg given only’”ﬂw

. ? . A .
the reasons (without the conclusions), nor does it imply that only the power

. .

of \reason cun.ba'used.in getting students to hold beliefs for good reésons.
The charismatic power qf\some lecturers can be drawn on legitimately in
education, provided that charisma is not the only_meana of pfveuasion, that
thehlecturér iB'épen“(where appropriate) to communicating the grounds of his

or her beliefs to the students, and that the students come to have good

regsons for the beliefs they hold. - T _ b

What this means for researchers on teaching is that the aim of persuading

\

teachers to accepq'reaaarch.conclusions drawn by researchers can be a part of

12

education as long as it'iq neithqr'an'actéhbt to get teachers to accept only '

the conclusions (apart from the good reasons for accepting the conclusions)
/ - ' )

b, l ) ' : 4

31 :

. T T T VTP Y VU

R




Y '. ' 'l : . S » . l27

nor a process in which the researcher is unwilling to address questions the
teachers may have about the grounds for belief.
The lgtter requirement is, for two reasons, problematxc for the case of

reporting reaea:ch on teachlng to teachers. In the first plaqg, the med1um

for réporting may preclude (or at least require reinterpreting) the
possibility that teachers can raiEE’aQsh‘queations.~ 1f the report is written,
communication with the author is difficult, and the report itself must in some.

way anticipate such questions and allow the teacher to have them answered,

perhaps by addressing them explic1t1y in the paper, perha;L by prov1d1ng easy

)
access to sources from wh1ch they may be answered. In the aecond place,.the

. . ‘ t .
habits developed through past intéractions between researchers and teachers

»

. - {
will not incline teachers to ask questions. Their expecfation is to be told
( » K ) B

‘what research has found to be true, not to raise questions about why they

o

should believe research claims.

o

This is, however, a problem to be addressed in itself, not. a reason why
{ ' -
researchers must refrain from trying to persuade teachers 'to accept particular

(4]
¥

conclusions. Researchers can contribute more than concepts, data, and

viewpoints (each of these can still be of value) and still avoid ‘enforcing a

»*

narrow vision of schools and teaching.
“ 4’!9 ¢ )
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